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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 6-25 liave been submitted for examination. 



2. 



Claims 6-25 have been rejected. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and usefui improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 6-10 and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 6 and 15 are directed towards a computer implemented method for 
providing a ranked set of alternatives according to likelihood. However, despite being 
implemented on a computer, claimed method is directed to a manipulation of abstract 
ideas. Specifically, claimed alternatives are just abstract terms not limited to a 
representation of real-world objects. Therefore, producing a ranked set of alternatives 
is an abstract idea and can not be seen as a real-world result. Abstract ideas (see 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759) or mere manipulation of abstract 
ideas (see Schrader, 22 F.3d at 292-93, 30 USPQ2d at 1457-58) are not patentable. 

Claims 7-10 and 16-19 are rejected as being depended on claims 6 and 15 
correspondingly, and not fixing the problem of being directed to a manipulation of 
abstract ideas. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) wliich forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 6-9, 1 1-14 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Altschuler et al USPN 4,872,122 "Interactive statistical system and method for 
predicting expert decisions" (Oct. 3, 1 989) in view of Lawrence et al USPN 6,272,481 
"Hospital-based integrated medical computer system for processing medical and patient 
information using specialized functional modules" (Filed Sep. 14, 1998). 

Regarding claim 6: 

Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A method for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 6, column 10, lines 3-7) according to 
likelihood (column 4, lines 42-54) 

- (a) configuring, in one or a plurality of electronic databases (column 9, Lines 5-10) 
stored in a storage device of a computer, a set of alternatives, a query set comprising at 
least one query (column 3, Lines 1 1-21), and a set of primary bias values (Abstract), 
wherein each primary bias value directly associates a particular query with a particular 
alternative of the set of alternatives, and reflects at least one human expert's prior 
conception of the degree of predictive value of the query for the particular alternative 
relative to others 
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- (b) inputting a user's response to the query into the computer (Fig. 1A, item 12) 

- (c) ranking, using a software program (column 2, Lines 47-57) stored on the storage 
device to receive and process the user's response, the alternatives according to relative 
Likelihood, based at least in part on the set of primary bias values (Fig. 6; column 10, 
lines 24-44) 

However, Altschuler et a! doesn't explicitly teach using a software program stored 
on the storage device that is operative with a processor of the computer while Lawrence 
et al teaches, 

- using a software program stored on the storage device that is operative with a 
processor Of the computer (Abstract; Fig. 3) 

Motivation - The portions of the claimed method would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, lines 51-54). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al for the 
purpose of processing medical/patient information. 
Regarding claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 7 is similar to that for claim 6 as recited above since the stated 
Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 7's limitations difference is 
taught in Altschuler et al: 

- ranking the set of alternatives further comprises querying the one or more electronic 
databases to generate at least one secondary bias value that is based on the 
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corresponding primary bias value and the response to the query, wherein each 
secondary bias value is associated with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, 
and reflects the expert prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query 
and response for the particular alternative relative to others, and wherein ranking is 
based, at least in part, on the secondary bias values, or at least in part on a 
combination of the primary and secondary bias values (column 10, Lines 7-12) 
Regarding claims 8: 

The rejection of claim 8 is similar to that for claim 7 as recited above since the stated 
Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 8's limitations difference is 
taught in Altschuler et al 

- generating the second bias values involves increasing, decreasing or conserving the 
corresponding primary bias values based on the response to the query (column 3, Lines 
48-60) 

Regarding claims 9: 

The rejection of claim 9 is similar to that for claim 7 as recited above since the stated 
Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 9's Limitations difference is 
taught in Altschuler el al: 

- wherein the query set comprises a plurality of queries, and wherein ranking the 
alternatives involves summing (column 13, lines 13-46) and averaging (column 5, Lines 
45-48) of at least one of primary and secondary bias values 

Regarding claims 11: 

The rejection of claim 1 1 is similar to that for claim 6 as recited above since the stated 
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Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 1 I's Limitations difference 
is taught in Altschuler et al 

- wherein the set of alternatives is a set of alternate medical diagnoses or conditions, 
wherein the expert is a medical expert (Abstract), and wherein ranking the alternatives 
provides a list of alternate medical diagnoses or conditions, ranked according to 
Likelihood (column 12, Lines 12-19) 

Regarding claim 12: 
Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A computer (column 11, lines 14-31) apparatus for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 
6., column 10, Lines 3-7) according to Likelihood (column 4, Lines 42-54), comprising: 

- (a) a computer and at least one storage device connected thereto (column 1 1 , Lines 
14-18), 

- (b) a database (column 9, lines 5-10) of alternatives (Fig. 6., column 10, Lines 3-7), 
comprising a stored set of alternatives 

- (c) a database of queries (column 3, Lines 1 1-21 ), comprising a stored set of at least 
one query; 

- (d) a primary bias value database, comprising a stored set of primary bias values 
(Abstract), wherein each primary bias value directly associates a particular query with a 
particular alternative of the set of alternatives, and reflects at least one human expert's 
prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query for the particular 
alternative relative to others 
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- (e) a stored software program (column 2, lines 47-57) to receive and process a user's 
response to the query, and to rank the alternatives according to relative likelihood 
based, at least in part, on the set of primary bias values 

However, Altschuler et al doesn't explicitly teach a computer having a processor 
or a stored software program operative with the processor while Lawrence et al 
teaches, 

- a computer having a processor (Abstract, Fig. 3) 

- a stored software program operative with the processor (column 6, Lines 3-9) 
Motivation - The portions of the claimed apparatus would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, Lines 51-54). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al for the 
purpose of processing medical/patient information. 

Regarding claim 13: 

The rejection of claim 13 is similar to that for claim 12 as recited above since the stated 
Limitations of the claim are set forth in the reference. Claim 13's Limitations difference is 
taught in Lawrence et al. 

- a user database, comprising user information, wherein the program is operative with 
the processor to store, access and update user information when new user information 
is received (column 1 1 , lines 49-62) 

Regarding claim 14: 
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The rejection of claim 14 is similar to that for claim 13 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the reference. Claim 14's limitations difference is 
taught in Lawrence et al: 

- the program is further operative with the processor to track the user information 
(column 5, Lines 18-33) 

Regarding claim 24: 

The rejection of claim 24 is the same as that for claims 12 and 7 as recited above since 
the stated Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. 

Claims 15-18, 20-23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Altschuler et al in view of Lawrence et al and in further view of Ridgeway 
et al USPN 6,012,052 "Methods and apparatus for building resource transition 
probability models for use in pre-fetching resources, editing resource link topology, 
building resource link topology templates, and collaborative filtering" (Jan. 4, 2000). 
Regarding claim 15: 
Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A method for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 6., column 10, Lines 3-7) according to 
Likelihood (column 4, Lines 42-54), comprising'. 

- (a) configuring, in one or a plurality of electronic databases (column 9, Lines 5-10), a 
set of alternatives, a query set comprising at least one query (column 3, lines 11-21 ), 
and a set of primary bias values (Abstract), wherein each primary bias value directly 
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associates a particular query with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, and 
reflects at least one human expert's prior conception of the degree of predictive value of 
the query for the particular alternative relative to others 

- (b) inputting a user's response to the query into a computer through a user subsystem 
(Fig. lA, item 12) 

- (d) ranking, using a software program (column 2, Lines 47-57) to receive and process 
the user's response, the alternatives according to relative Likelihood, based at least in 
part on the set of primary bias values (Fig. 6., column 10, Lines 24-44) 

However, Altschuler et al doesn't explicitly teach a method over a wide-area 
network, a plurality of electronic databases of a server, (c) transmitting the user's 
response to the server over the wide-area network, a software program that is operative 
with a processor of the server or (e) transmitting the ranked set of alternatives to the 
user subsystem over the wide-area network, whereby the set of alternatives is ranked 
according to likelihood while Lawrence et al teaches 

- a plurality of electronic databases (Fig. 3, items 317, 321 , 323) 

- a software program that is operative with a processor (column 6, lines 3-9) 
Ridgeway et al teaches, 

- A method (Title), over a wide-area network (column 1 , lines 26-33) 

- (c) transmitting the user's response to the server (column 24, Lines 20-27) over the 
wide-area network 

- a database of a server (Fig. 5., column 18, Lines 21-36) and a software program that 
is operative with a processor of the server 
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- (e) transmitting the ranked set of alternatives to the user subsystem over the wide- 
area network, whereby the set of alternatives is ranked according to Likelihood (column 
30, Lines 64-67., column 31 , Lines 1-6) 

Motivation - The portions of the claimed method would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, lines 51-54) 
as well as using resource pre-fetching to better utilize processing resources and 
bandwidth of communications channels (Ridgeway et al, column 4, Lines 11-18). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al and 
Ridgeway et al for the purpose of processing medical/patient information as well as 
better utilizing resources/communications bandwidth. 
Regarding claim 16: 

The rejection of claim 16 is similar to that for claim 15 as recited above since the stated 
Limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 16*s Limitations difference 
is taught in Altschuler et al 

- ranking the set of alternatives further comprises querying the one or more electronic 
databases to generate at least one secondary bias value that is based on the 
corresponding primary bias value and the response to the query, wherein each 
secondary bias value is associated with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, 
and reflects the expert prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query 
and response for the particular alternative relative to others, and wherein ranking is 
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based, at least in part, on the secondary bias values, or at least in part on a 
combination of the primary and secondary bias values (column 10, Lines 7-12) 
Ridgeway et al: 

- a database of the server (Fig. 5, column 18, Lines 21-36) 
Regarding claim 17: 

The rejection of claim 17 is similar to that for claims 16 and 8 as recited above since the 
stated limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. 
Regarding claim 18: 

The rejection of claim 1 8 is similar to that for claims 16 and 9 as recited above since the 
stated limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. 
Regarding claim 20: 

The rejection of claim 20 is similar to that for claims 15 and 11 as recited above since 
the stated limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. 
Regarding claim 21: 
Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A computer apparatus for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 6., column 10, Lines 3-7) 
according to Likelihood (column 4, Lines 42-54), comprising. 

- (b) a database of alternatives (column 9, Lines 5-10), comprising a stored set of 
alternatives 

- (c) a database of queries (column 3, Lines 1 1-21 ), comprising a stored set of at least 
one query 
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- (d) a primary bias value (Abstract) database, comprising a stored set of primary bias 
values, wherein each primary bias value directly associates a particular query with a 
particular alternative of the set of alternatives, and reflects at least one human expert's 
prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query for the particular 
alternative relative to others 

- (e) a stored software program (column 2, Lines 47-57) to receive and process, from a 
user subsystem, a user's response to the query, and to rank the alternatives according 
to relative likelihood based, at least in part, on the set of primary bias values (Fig. 6, 
column 10, Lines 24-44) 

However, Altschuler et al doesn't explicitly teach a computer network apparatus, 
(a) a server having a processor and at least one storage device connected to the 
processor or a stored software program operative with the processor for transmission to 
the user subsystem while Lawrence et al teaches 

- A computer network apparatus (Abstract; Fig. 3) 

- a plurality of electronic databases (Fig. 3, items 317, 321 , 323) 

- a stored software program operative with the processor (column 6, Lines 3-9) 
Ridgeway et al teaches, 

- A computer network apparatus (column 1 , Lines 26-33) 

- (a) a server having a processor and at least one storage device connected to the 
processor (Fig. 5., column 18, Lines 21-36) 

- (e) a stored software program operative with the processor to receive and process, 
from a user subsystem, a user's response to the query, and to rank the alternatives 
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according to relative Likelihood based (column 30, Lines 64-67*, column 31 , Lines 1-6), 
at least in part, on the set of primary bias values, for transmission to the user subsystem 
(column 24, lines 20-27) 

Motivation - The portions of the claimed apparatus would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, Lines 51-54) 
as well as using resource pre-fetching to better utilize processing resources and 
bandwidth of communications channels (Ridgeway et al, column 4, lines 1 1-18). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al and 
Ridgeway et al for the purpose of processing medical/patient information as well as 
better utilizing resources/communications bandwidth. 
Regarding claim 22: 

The rejection of claim 22 is the same as that for claims 21 and 13 as recited above 
since the stated limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. 
Regarding claim 23: 

The rejection of claim 23 is the same as that for claims 21 and 14 as recited above 
since the stated Limitations of the claim are set forth in the reference. 
Regarding claim 25: 

The rejection of claim 25 is the same as that for claims 21 and 7 as recited above since 
the stated Limitations of the claim are set forth in the reference. 
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Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Altschuler et al in 
view of Lawrence et al. 
Regarding claim 10: 
Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A method for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 6, column 10, Lines 3-7) according to 
Likelihood (column 4, lines 42-54) 

- (a) configuring, in one or a plurality of electronic databases (column 9, Lines 5-10) 
stored in a storage device of a computer, a set of alternatives, a query set comprising at 
least one query (column 3, Lines 1 1-21), and a set of primary bias values (Abstract), 
wherein each primary bias value directly associates a particular query with a particular 
alternative of the set of alternatives, and reflects at least one human expert's prior 
conception of the degree of predictive value of the query for the particular alternative 
relative to others 

- (b) inputting a user's response to the query into the computer (Fig. 1A, item 12) 

- (c) ranking, using a software program (column 2, Lines 47-57) stored on the storage 
device to receive and process the user's response, the alternatives according to relative 
Likelihood, based at least in part on the set of primary bias values (Fig. 6., column 10, 
Lines 24-44) 

- ranking the set of alternatives further comprises querying the one or more electronic 
databases to generate at least one secondary bias value that is based on the 
corresponding primary bias value and the response to the query, wherein each 
secondary bias value is associated with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives. 



Application/Control Number: 09/757,015 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2121 

and reflects the expert prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query 
and response for the particular alternative relative to others, and wherein ranking is 
based, at least in part, on the secondary bias values, or at least in part on a 
combination of the primary and secondary bias values (column 10, Lines 7-12) 
Altschuler et a! doesn't explicitly teach using a software program stored on the storage 
device that is operative with a processor of the computer and generating secondary bias 
values, and ranking the alternatives is achieved, at least in part, by using algorithm 42 
while Lawrence et al teaches, 

- using a software program stored on the storage device that is operative with a 
processor of the computer (Abstract', Fig. 3). 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice that generating secondary bias values, 
and ranking the alternatives is achieved, at least in part, by using algorithm 42 is 
conventional and well-known (Islam et al, USPN 6, 1 15, 712, "Mechanism for 
combining data analysis algorithms with databases on the internet"). 
Motivation - The portions of the claimed method would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, Lines 51-54). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al for the 
purpose of processing medical/patient infonnation. Furthermore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate 
secondary bias values, and rank the alternatives, by using algorithm 42, at least in part, 
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since Examiner takes Official Notice that generating secondary bias values, and ranking 
the alternatives is achieved, at least in pad, by using algorithm 42 is conventional and 
well-known to at least Islam et al. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Altschuler et 
al in view of Lawrence et al and in further view of Ridgeway et al. 
Regarding claim 19: 
Altschuler et al teaches, 

- A method for ranking a set of alternatives (Fig. 6, column 10, Lines 3-7) according to 
Likelihood (column 4, Lines 42-54), comprising: 

- (a) configuring, in one or a plurality of electronic databases (column 9, Lines 5-10), a 
set of alternatives, a query set comprising at least one query (column 3, Lines 11-21 ), 
and a set of primary bias values (Abstract), wherein each primary bias value directly 
associates a particular query with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, and 
reflects at least one human expert's prior conception of the degree of predictive value of 
the query for the particular alternative relative to others 

- (b) inputting a user's response to the query into a computer through a user subsystem 
(Fig. 1A, item 12) 

- (d) ranking, using a software program (column 2, Lines 47-57) to receive and process 
the user's response, the alternatives according to relative Likelihood, based at least in 
part on the set of primary bias values (Fig. 6., column 10, Lines 24-44) 
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- ranking the set of alternatives further comprises querying the one or more electronic 
databases to generate at least one secondary bias value that is based on the 
corresponding primary bias value and the response to the query, wherein each 
secondary bias value is associated with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, 
and reflects the expert prior conception of the degree of predictive value of the query 
and response for the particular alternative relative to others, and wherein ranking is 
based, at least in part, on the secondary bias values, or at least in part on a 
combination of the primary and secondary bias values (column 10, Lines 7-12) 
Altschuler et a! doesn't explicitly teach a method over a wide-area network, a plurality of 

. electronic databases of a server, (c) transmitting the. user's response to the server 
over the wide-area network, a software program that is operative with a processor of the 
server, (e) transmitting the ranked set of alternatives to the user subsystem over the 
wide-area network, whereby the set of alternatives is ranked according to Likelihood 
and generating secondary bias values, and ranking the alternatives is achieved, at least 
in part, by using algorithm 42 while Lawrence et al teaches 

- a plurality of electronic databases (Fig. 3, items 317, 321 , 323) 

- a software program that is operative with a processor (column 6, lines 3-9) 
Ridgeway et al teaches, 

- A method (Title), over a wide-area network (column 1 , lines 26-33) 

- (c) transmitting the user's response to the server (column 24, Lines 20-27) over the 
wide-area network 
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- a database of a server (Fig. 5., column 18, lines 21 -36) and a software program that is 
operative with a processor of the server 

- (e) transmitting the ranked set of alternatives to the user subsystem over the wide- 
area network, whereby the set of alternatives is ranked according to Likelihood (column 
30, Lines 64-67, column 31 , lines 1-6). 

- a database of the server (Fig. 5., column 18, Lines 21-36). 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice that generating secondary bias values, 
and ranking the alternatives is achieved, at least in part, by using algorithm 42 is 
conventional and well-known (Islam et al, USPN 6, 1 15, 712, "Mechanism for 
combining data analysis algorithms with databases on the internet"). 
Motivation - The portions of the claimed method would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for processing medical and patient information and for evolving 
medical knowledge, diagnoses and prognoses (Lawrence et al, column 2, Lines 51-54) 
as well as using resource pre-fetching to better utilize processing resources and 
bandwidth of communications channels (Ridgeway et al, column 4, Lines 1 1-18). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Altschuler et al as taught by Lawrence et al and 
Ridgeway et al for the purpose of processing medical/patient information as well as 
better utilizing resources/communications bandwidth. Furthermore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate 
secondary bias values, and rank the alternatives, by using algorithm 42, at least in part, 
since Examiner takes Official Notice that generating secondary bias values, and ranking 
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the alternatives is achieved, at least in part, by using algorithm 42 is conventional and 
well-known to at least Islam et al. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on September 26, 2005 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §101: 

Applicant amended claims 6 and 15 to make sure that the claimed invention 
belongs to technical arts. However, according to the current rules of making a 35 
U.S.C. 101 rejection, belonging to technical arts does not fix the problem of claims 6 
and 15 being directed to an abstract idea. Claimed invention must be tangible, /.e. 
being directed to a tangible system or apparatus, or being a method that is an 
application of real-world objects resulting in some real-world results. Therefore, a new 
35 U.S.C. 101 rejection of claims 6 and 15 had to be made, followed by an analogous 
rejection of their dependent claims 7-10 and 16-19. 

Regarding Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103(a): 

Applicant states that Altschuler discloses multiple additional features that are 
present in the current application. Such as, for example, a statistical inference engine, 
a computer generated statistical data base and a decision tree. However, the presence 
of these additional features does not affect the fact that all of the claimed limitations are 
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covered by the combination of references used to make the rejection. Examiner is 
supposed to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation, and if such 
interpretation matches the features disclosed in a reference, claims have to be rejected 
over such reference. 

Applicant argues that Altschuler does not teach primary and secondary bias 
values as taught and required by the present invention, specifically stating that there is 
no disclosure of "a set of primary bias values, wherein eacti primary bias value directly 
associates a particular query with a particular alternative of the set of alternatives, and 
reflects at least one human expert's prior conception of the degree of predictive value of 
the query for the particular alternative relative to others". The following is an 
explanation of how these limitations were interpreted by Examiner to show that they all 
of them are disclosed by Altschuler. First of all, Altschuler discloses an expert that is a 
human and not software (evident from Abstract as well as col. 2, lines 20-25 talking 
about "experts in a particular field of study"). Such human experts are used to teach 
possible responses to questions to build a decision tree (col. 3, lines 11-21). A question 
may lead to several possible responses (col. 3, lines 39-41), therefore a query of said 
decision tree can be interpreted a particular query with a particular alternative of the set 
of alternatives. Each expert's decision entered into the system represents his own 
conception of the degree of predictive value of the query for the particular alternative 
relative to others. For example, an expert can desire a certain confidence level by 
answering enough simulated cases to determine which parameters become significant 
to this level (col. 4, lines 11-15). Furthermore, Altschuler discloses generating a set of 
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random values of the input parameters biased by a function of a preceding response 
(Abstract). Such parameters reflect possible responses by a human expert, which 
means that they are directly associated with a particular query stored in the decision 
tree. Therefore, these biased random parameters can be interpreted as "a set of 
primary bias values". Additionally, since each subsequent question is based on a 
preceding response, subsequent bias numbers can be viewed as secondary bias 
numbers. 

Claim 6 stays rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) since all claimed limitations are 
disclosed by the combination of references used in the rejection. Independent claims 
12, 15 and 21 stay rejected based on the same reasoning as claim 6. Dependent 
claims 13-14, 16-20 and 22-25 also stay rejected in view of being dependent from 
rejected independent claims and the explanations given above. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sergey Datskovskiy whose telephone number is (571) 
272-8188. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:30am to 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Knight, can be reached on (571) 272-3687. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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